Abstract. Underwater archaeology is the only branch of field archaeology that is dependent upon the conservation laboratory for its ultimate success. In fact, in underwater archaeology the activities of the conservation laboratory are considered to be a continuation of the field excavations with the recording of basic data along with the stabilization, preservation, and study of the recovered material being major objectives. Commonly used procedures for conserving ceramics, glass, bone, ivory, wood, leather, and the various metals are discussed. Observation and insights are presented on the applicability of the different processes for conserving various materials.
Introduction
There has been a dramatic increase in all aspects of underwater archaeology over the past decade. With this increased activity comes the responsibility to conserve the recovered materials -in other words to document, analyze, clean, and stabilize them. In order to deal with the material properly, archaeologists and conservators should know the history of the various conservation techniques frequently used. It is safe to say that relatively few procedures are utilized for the conservation of waterlogged cultural material and most are much the same as they were ten years ago. Some of the newest conservation techniques require very specialized equipment that is out of the financial range of most laboratories; thus these techniques play a minor role in conservation. It is impossible to discuss in the limited space here all the procedures in use today for conserving waterlogged cultural material, but the core of conservation techniques and their inherent limitations need to be understood by all archaeologists. Readers interested in a more thorough introduction to the subject are referred to Plenderleith and Werner (1977) , UNESCO (1968) , Hamilton (1976 Hamilton ( , 1996 , Pearson (1987a), and Cronyn (1990) .
Conservation of archaeological material is not just a set of procedures and treatments; it extends far beyond that. Often the conservator is the first and, in the case of some very fragile items, may be the only person to see the actual artifact before it falls apart. The conservator's responsibilities are those of archaeologist, mender, caretaker, and recorder of the artifacts that come into his or her care. Conservation, like archaeology is not just a set of techniques, it is a state of mind that holds a deep concern for the integrity of the artifacts, the context in which they are found, and what they represent as remnants of history. Archaeological conservation, therefore, should always include documentation, analysis, cleaning, and stabilization of an object. The objectives of cleaning and stabilization are to protect artifactual, faunal, and other archaeological materials and to prevent their reacting adversely with the environment after recovery (Hamilton, 1976: 1). The term "preservation" usually refers only to cleaning and stabilization, but it is often used interchangeably with conservation. In contrast, "restoration" refers to the repair of damaged objects and the replacement of missing parts. A specimen may undergo both conservation and restoration, but in many cases restorations are not attempted. Regardless, restoration should never be initiated without conservation.
Before discussing specific conservation procedures, it is important to point out an obvious fact concerning the excavation of an underwater or waterlogged site. Proper artifact preservation is one of the most important considerations during the planning stage, before the site is excavated. Invariably, considerable material, much of it organic, will be recovered and planning for artifact conservation must start early.
Current Conservation Procedures
In the conservation of archaeological material, be it siliceous, organic, or metallic, from waterlogged sites, some authorities have found it convenient to separate the conservation of material from freshwater sites from the conservation of material from marine sites. Yes, there are differences in deterioration and corrosion processes, but the fact remains that any laboratory set up to handle the conservation of material from marine sites is more than capable of handling every problem that might be encountered from any other type of site. A laboratory set up exclusively for the conservation of freshwater material (Singley, 1988) , however, cannot handle the multitude of problems presented by the artifacts from the saltwater site. In the interest of brevity, the conservation of the material from the two environments are discussed together, but the emphasis is placed on the conservation of material from marine sites. Where pertinent, specific differences and considerations are provided. In the majority of the cases, the two most overwhelming problems confronting the conservator responsible for conserving archaeological material from underwater sites are the conservation of iron and wood. This is especially true when dealing with shipwreck sites. For this reason, the conservation of metals and organic remains are discussed first, followed by ceramics and glass. Much of what is presented is based on first-hand experience and is concerned only with the time frame and material associated with historic sites in the Americas.
Conservation of Metals Recovered from Marine Sites
The conservation of metal artifacts from a marine site, and to a lesser degree metal artifacts from a freshwater site, is not very similar to the conservation problems
